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to that flower only. The nature of the eye is to cognise
the form along with its properties. We never see that the
eye apprehends only the form or only the property,

.You can not say that since there is a defect in the sense
organ there is no contact with the flower and that therefore
the erroneous cognition has arisen. The property of an.
object is necessarily connected with the object. When the
property is apprehended, the object also is apprehended,
You cannot cognise the mere redness and not the flower
having this redness, if the redness belongs only to the flower^

Anyathakhyati : Only the mere form of the flower is
reflected and it appears as the nature of the crystal.

Reply : We nowhere see that only the form can be
reflected and not its asraya also. It is not the bare abstrac^
form of the flower that can be reflected, but the flower ag
such in all ics concreteness. Otherwise we should apprehend
and say that we cognise redness in the crystal, or that the
redness of the flower being undistinguished from the crystal
appears as having the nature of the crystal. If there is a
concomittant relation between the 'prabha9 of the flower
and of the crystal, the crystal should appear as red. In such
a case there would be the 'samsarga' between the crystal
and the redness ; for the crystal which is not in itself red,
appears as red. This redness is mithya because of the sam-
sarga between the two whence we cognise only one entity
as the red crystal.

Akhyati : We can argue that it is only the prabha of
the flower that appears as red, and not the crystal,